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Introduction {#sec001}
============

The online encyclopedia Wikipedia is one of the most popular online services that people use to gain access to huge amounts of reliable information \[[@pone.0233770.ref001]\] (see also [www.alexa.com](http://www.alexa.com/)). Besides factual information, Wikipedia is also a source of information about events that just happened, as anyone can contribute to Wikipedia anywhere and at any time. Devastating, negative events (e.g., earthquakes, terrorist attacks) belong to one category of these events. Although Wikipedia strictly strives for unbiased, objective, and neutral information on its platform (<https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Neutral_point_of_view>), such negative events have a high potential for eliciting strong emotions. Therefore, previous research has investigated whether existing Wikipedia articles differ in their emotional content \[[@pone.0233770.ref002]--[@pone.0233770.ref006]\]. This research found that Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks (e.g., terrorist attacks) contained more anger-related content than Wikipedia articles on nature-made disasters (e.g., earthquakes).

Yet, these previous studies leave venues for further research. The previous results were mostly based on the automatic linguistic text analysis tool Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC \[[@pone.0233770.ref007]\]) and its mere counts of words. It remains unclear whether the effects found with LIWC are also present when people read the articles, and whether the content in the Wikipedia articles also elicits similar emotional reactions in its readers while and after reading the articles. Moreover, the previous research mostly analyzed English Wikipedia articles and did not account for the location where the negative event had happened. Yet, events that occur in close geographical proximity (e.g., in Europe for a European audience) may elicit stronger emotions than events that occur geographically further away (e.g., in Asia). Therefore, the current research investigated the emotional reactions to the content of existing Wikipedia articles---with either few raters rating their reactions to many Wikipedia articles or many raters rating their reactions to few Wikipedia articles---and controlled for the continent where the event had happened in a within-groups experiment. Thus, this research extends previous research in important ways and sheds new light on factors that are relevant for the elicitation of emotions by Wikipedia articles.

Wikipedia and its characteristics {#sec002}
---------------------------------

Wikipedia is the most frequently used online platform for acquiring information and, since its founding in 2001, has been growing ever since: It exists in more than 300 languages, of which the English Wikipedia is the most comprehensive one with more than 6 million articles (<https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/List_of_Wikipedias>). Thus, Wikipedia provides a huge information and knowledge database which is established by the effective and collective collaboration of masses of individuals on millions of articles \[[@pone.0233770.ref008]\]. In order to provide high quality information, Wikipedia has strict guidelines to guarantee the provision of unbiased, objective, and neutral information (<https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Neutral_point_of_view>; \[[@pone.0233770.ref009]--[@pone.0233770.ref011]\]).

Despite these guidelines, Wikipedia articles may contain emotional content. Such emotional content is likely to be present in Wikipedia for three reasons. First, devastating, negative events such as earthquakes and terrorist attacks are the subject of numerous Wikipedia articles. Especially newcomers to the Wikipedia community often collaborate on articles about negative events that just happened and may not be altogether used to the guidelines of Wikipedia \[[@pone.0233770.ref010], [@pone.0233770.ref012]--[@pone.0233770.ref013]\]. That is why their emotions may subtly slip into the articles. Second, emotions are core to human beings and influence a wide array of aspects of human functioning and behavior \[[@pone.0233770.ref014]\]. In particular, they influence information processing \[[@pone.0233770.ref015]--[@pone.0233770.ref016]\], such as the production of information \[[@pone.0233770.ref017]--[@pone.0233770.ref018]\], which is relevant for writing Wikipedia articles. Across a variety of contexts, studies have shown that individuals produced more information that was congruent with their current state, for example, more negative information when they were in a negative state \[[@pone.0233770.ref018]\]. Third, and related to the previous point, it is known that characteristics of Internet users can spill over into Wikipedia and its content \[[@pone.0233770.ref019]--[@pone.0233770.ref021]\]. Research has shown, for example, that attitudes, opinions, prior knowledge, and group memberships are reflected in written Wiki texts \[[@pone.0233770.ref019], [@pone.0233770.ref022]--[@pone.0233770.ref024]\]. In that sense, emotions as subjective experiences and, thus, characteristics of Internet users are likely to spill over into Wikipedia's content in the same way.

Emotional content in Wikipedia articles {#sec003}
---------------------------------------

Previous research has investigated whether Wikipedia articles about different negative events differ in their emotional content \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]. This research used appraisal theories of specific emotions \[[@pone.0233770.ref025]--[@pone.0233770.ref027]\] to explain the elicitation of certain emotions by certain negative events and used man-made attacks (e.g., terrorist attacks) and natural disasters (e.g., earthquakes) as negative events. These appraisal theories suggest that the characteristics of a situation are important for which emotions are elicited. Emotions can be elicited by desirable or undesirable outcomes, actions, or objects. As we investigate negative events, we will focus on undesirable outcomes and actions. Undesirable outcomes that cannot be undone and have unspecific causes elicit sadness \[[@pone.0233770.ref025]--[@pone.0233770.ref027]\]. In contrast, undesirable outcomes that are caused by harmful and blameworthy actions of others who intended to do harm and can be held responsible elicit anger. The previous research mapped these predictions of appraisal theories onto the natural disasters and man-made attacks. In particular, terrorist attacks were expected to elicit more anger, as they occur due to the blameworthy actions of extremists, while earthquakes were expected to elicit more sadness, as they occur due to natural factors and cannot be undone \[[@pone.0233770.ref025]--[@pone.0233770.ref027]\] (for more elaboration on these expectations see \[[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]). Following this theorizing and these expectations, the previous research analyzed existing Wikipedia articles in order to investigate whether those expected emotional reactions were present in the manifest content of the articles. It was found that Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks contained more anger-related content than Wikipedia articles on natural disasters, whereas Wikipedia articles on natural disasters contained more sadness-related content than Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks \[[@pone.0233770.ref004]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\].

Besides the research on the content of existing Wikipedia articles, there has also been research that investigated whether these effects hold when individuals spontaneously produce a Wikipedia article about these negative events. That research found that participants also produced more anger-related content in Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks than in articles on natural disasters in controlled laboratory experiments \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]\]. These laboratory experiments also assessed participants' emotional reactions with self-report measures and further examined what could explain the robust anger effects, both as content in the Wikipedia articles and as self-reported reactions. Based on theories of threat \[[@pone.0233770.ref028]\], it was argued that man-made attacks elicit threat appraisal and as a consequence anger. Threat appraisal is defined as feelings of being unable to deal with a demanding situation \[[@pone.0233770.ref029]\]. Threat theories suggest that threat elicits active and engaged reactions, such as increased behavioral intentions and self-serving reactions \[[@pone.0233770.ref028]\]. It has also been shown that terrorist attacks were perceived as threatening and increased support for engagement in war activities and aggressive reactions \[[@pone.0233770.ref030]--[@pone.0233770.ref032]\]. Based on these theories and findings, the previous research has demonstrated that man-made attacks elicited more threat appraisal than nature-made disasters. Threat appraisal was also a mediator that could explain the effects on anger and anger-related content in Wikipedia articles.

This previous research investigated which manifest content existing Wikipedia articles about negative events have and which information is produced when spontaneously writing those Wikipedia articles. Thus, the research focused on the expression of emotions in the articles. What has been neglected so far is how information from the Wikipedia articles is received and which emotional reactions are elicited when reading them. These steps are quite important elements in the communication process of Wikipedia, as Wikipedia articles are produced and written for other Internet users who receive its content and react to it emotionally.

Second, the Wikipedia articles or texts in the previous studies were analyzed with the automatic linguistic text analysis software Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC \[[@pone.0233770.ref007]\]). This software is the most frequently used text analysis tool \[[@pone.0233770.ref033]--[@pone.0233770.ref036]\]. It is based on the dictionary of a certain language and counts the number of words which belong to certain categories that had been defined by linguistic experts beforehand. One category includes the negative emotion categories anger, sadness, and anxiety, and these were used in the previous research. Although widely used, LIWC can be criticized for being based merely on the counts of words. LIWC is not able to assess any context that these emotional words are presented in, any relationships between emotional words, which may hint to totally different emotions (e.g., in the case of sarcasm or irony), or any political or societal meaning of acts or words (e.g., in the case of terrorist attacks). Thus, the results obtained in previous research for the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles may not completely hold, because LIWC may not entirely capture anger, sadness, and anxiety and may not consider the context or other relevant factors. It is also unclear whether individuals reading the Wikipedia articles react emotionally in the same way as indicated by LIWC. In order to close this gap, the current research set out to investigate emotional reactions to the content of Wikipedia articles on negative events.

Another question that could be drawn from previous research is whether the geographical location (e.g., the continent) of the negative event should be considered. In this previous research, only English Wikipedia articles were analyzed. This means that the articles could have been written anywhere by anyone who speaks English. Consequently, English language articles do not allow for taking into account how close or distant the negative event had been for the Internet users who contributed to these articles. From other research, it is known that the geographical proximity of a negative event is quite relevant for the reaction to the event and for its coverage in the media. Close events elicited strong emotions \[[@pone.0233770.ref037]\] and there was more intense reporting about close events than distant events \[[@pone.0233770.ref038]--[@pone.0233770.ref040]\]. Such intense reporting could be an amplifier of the strong emotions. In this sense, investigating the geographical proximity of an event is a relevant factor for the elicitation of emotions, with closer events eliciting stronger emotions than more distant events.

The current research {#sec004}
--------------------

The aim of this research was to shed new light on the elicitation of emotions and threat appraisal by Wikipedia articles. In particular, in this research raters rated their emotional reactions during and after reading the content of Wikipedia articles. We conducted two studies, each with a different focus. In Study 1, four raters rated 60 existing Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and terrorist attacks regarding their emotional reactions while reading the articles. As a conceptual extension, in Study 2, 35 participants serving as independent raters indicated their emotional reactions after reading four existing Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and terrorist attacks. Moreover, Study 2 used an Asian and a European earthquake as well as an Asian and a European terrorist attack in order to take the geographical proximity of the negative event into account. Thus, the studies of the current research complement each other by focusing either on many articles with a few raters or a few articles with many raters, and by shifting the rating focus from rating emotional reactions while reading the text to capturing emotional reactions after reading.

Based on the theoretical considerations outlined above and on the findings of previous research \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\], we stated the following hypotheses regarding main effects of type of negative event:

Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicit more threat appraisal than Wikipedia articles on earthquakes (*Hypothesis 1*). Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicit more anger than Wikipedia articles on earthquakes (*Hypothesis 2*). Wikipedia articles on earthquakes elicit more sadness than Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks (*Hypothesis 3*). As an open research question, we also examined the impact of the type of negative event on anxiety (for more elaboration on this point see \[[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]).

Moreover, we stated the following hypotheses regarding interaction effects between type of negative event and geographical proximity:

When they occurred geographically more closely, terrorist attacks and earthquakes differ more strongly in their elicitation of threat appraisal (*Hypothesis 4a*), anger (*Hypothesis 4b*), and sadness (*Hypothesis 4c*) than when they occurred geographically further away. As an open research question, we also considered whether there are respective effects for anxiety (for more elaboration on this point see \[[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]).

Study 1 investigated 30 existing Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and 30 existing Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks and tested Hypotheses 1--3. The elicitation of emotions while reading the articles was measured by having four independent raters rate their subjective emotional reactions during reading.

Study 1 {#sec005}
=======

Method {#sec006}
------

### Design, power analysis, materials, and procedure {#sec007}

The studies reported here were reviewed by the local ethics committe of the Leibniz-Institut für Wissensmedien. The approval number is LEK 2016/046. We received written consent from participants and used a standard consent form to inform participants about the study. Yet, participants\' data was analyzed anonymously. Study 1 had a one-factorial between-groups design with two conditions (type of negative event: earthquakes vs. terrorist attacks). We conducted an a priori power analysis with G\*Power \[[@pone.0233770.ref041]\] for a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with two groups with a medium to large effect size of ρ = 0.40, a power of 0.80, and an alpha level of α = 0.05. This analysis showed that we would need a total sample size of 52 Wikipedia articles. Following these calculations and ensuring to have enough power, we used 60 Wikipedia articles in total, that is, 30 Wikipedia articles about earthquakes and 30 Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks (see Appendix; see also \[[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]). The selection criteria for these articles were that they dealt with the respective event, were available in English, and did not occur earlier than 2001, because Wikipedia has only existed since then. Another criterion relevant for emotional reactions was that the article was initially created immediately after the event had happened. From these 30 articles about earthquakes and 30 articles about terrorist attacks, we only used the main text and excluded the tables, figures, notes, references, and external links in order to prevent confounds stemming from material different from the main article.

In order to rate the emotional reactions to the articles, we used four independent raters. Their task was to read each article and rate their own emotional reactions while reading. In particular, they were instructed to spontaneously indicate their subjective emotional reactions after each large paragraph within the Wikipedia articles. On average, the articles had *M* = 5.63 paragraphs (*SD* = 2.35, range: 1--11). For each rater, the ratings per paragraph were later averaged across each article. Regarding the emotional reactions, the four raters indicated how threatened (α = .27), angry (α = .76), sad (α = .55), and anxious (α = .42) they felt on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (*not at all*) to 9 (*very much*).

Results {#sec008}
-------

We tested whether Wikipedia articles about earthquakes and terrorist attacks differed in the emotional reactions they elicited while the raters were reading them. To do so, we conducted separate one-way ANOVAs with negative event (earthquakes vs. terrorist attacks) as between-groups factor for threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety. The results revealed that there was an effect for *threat*, *F* (1, 58) = 12.75, *p* = .001, η~p~^2^ = .180. Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more feelings of threat (*M* = 4.39, *SD* = 0.70) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (*M* = 3.68, *SD* = 0.84; [Fig 1](#pone.0233770.g001){ref-type="fig"} on the far left), which supported Hypothesis 1 and was consistent with previous research \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]\]. The effect for *anger* was significant as well, *F* (1, 58) = 197.45, *p* \< .001, η~p~^2^ = .773. Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more anger (*M* = 3.79, *SD* = 0.69) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (*M* = 1.53, *SD* = 0.55; [Fig 1](#pone.0233770.g001){ref-type="fig"} second from the left), which supported Hypothesis 2 and was in line with previous findings \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]. There was also a significant effect for *sadness*, *F* (1, 58) = 11.64, *p* = .001, η~p~^2^ = .167. Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more sadness (*M* = 4.12, *SD* = 0.70) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (*M* = 3.42, *SD* = 0.87; [Fig 1](#pone.0233770.g001){ref-type="fig"} second from the right), which was opposite to Hypothesis 3 and found in some research \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]\] but not in others \[[@pone.0233770.ref004]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]. Finally, the effect for *anxiety* was significant as well, *F* (1, 58) = 18.98, *p* \< .001, η~p~^2^ = .247. Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more anxiety (*M* = 2.95, *SD* = 0.69) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (*M* = 2.21, *SD* = 0.61; [Fig 1](#pone.0233770.g001){ref-type="fig"} on the far right). This result could also be found in some \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]\] but not in other research \[[@pone.0233770.ref004]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\].

![Means and standard errors for the dependent variables threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety for the Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and the Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks of Study 1.](pone.0233770.g001){#pone.0233770.g001}

Discussion {#sec009}
----------

The findings of Study 1 demonstrated that reading Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicited more feelings of threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety than reading Wikipedia articles on earthquakes. The findings for threat and anger are in line with previous research \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]. The ratings of the independent raters were at the lower end of the 9-point scale. Probably, merely reading about the negative events did not elicit intensive levels of threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety but rather low to medium levels. This may be the case because most of the events had happened in the past and may not have as much influence as new events. Still, the findings clearly demonstrated the expected differences between the negative events. The level and pattern of results also mainly corresponded to previous research \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\]. Nonetheless, one can easily imagine that the level of emotions would very likely increase in the face of a new terrorist attack or earthquake (e.g., when hearing about a new negative event in the news or when even witnessing or experiencing such an event). Still, the expected difference between terrorist attacks and earthquakes should hold in this case as well.

One could argue that although many Wikipedia articles were rated, the results of Study 1 were based on a relatively small number of raters and partly suboptimal reliabilities. In order to improve our method, we used more elaborate measurements for threat and the three emotions and changed the following aspects in Study 2: (1) We used only two Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and two Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks, (2) we used more raters, that is, 35 participants who rated these articles and used a within-groups design, (3) we instructed participants to indicate their emotional reactions after reading the whole Wikipedia article, and (4) we applied a commonly used appraisal measure for threat (i.e., a difference score between experienced demands and resources) and assessed the emotions with three items each.

Moreover, we added geographical proximity (i.e., the location where the negative event had happened) as a factor to our study design. The study was conducted in Germany, which means that negative events happening in Europe were geographically closer than negative events happening in Asia. Consequently, the type of a negative event (i.e., an earthquake or a terrorist attack) should have a greater impact when the events occurred in Europe compared to when they occurred in Asia. Thus, in Study 2, we tested Hypotheses 1--3 and Hypotheses 4a--4c.

Study 2 used four existing Wikipedia articles about an earthquake in Asia, an earthquake in Europe, a terrorist attack in Asia, and a terrorist attack in Europe. We investigated the emotional reactions of participants after they had read each one of the four articles and used a complete within-groups design.

Study 2 {#sec010}
=======

Method {#sec011}
------

### Design, power analysis, and participants {#sec012}

The study had a 2 (type of negative event: earthquake vs. terrorist attack) × 2 (geographical proximity: Asia vs. Europe) within-groups design. We conducted an a priori power analysis with G\*Power \[[@pone.0233770.ref041]\] for a repeated measures ANOVA with four measurement points with a medium to large effect size of ρ = 0.40, a power of 0.80, and an alpha level of α = 0.05. This analysis showed that we would need a total sample size of 10 participants. We followed these calculations, but simultaneously had to adjust to the conditions in the laboratory and the availability of participants. As participants had signed up for a whole lab session (see below), we could not simply stop the study after the 10 necessary participants. Therefore, more participants than needed participated in this study, that is, 35 participants (26 female, 9 male; *M*~age~ = 26.91, *SD* = 9.94) who had German as mother tongue took part in the study. The study lasted approximately 20 minutes and was conducted as the second study of a one-hour lab session. For their participation in the entire one-hour lab session, participants received €8 (approximately \$9) as compensation.

### Procedure and materials {#sec013}

The study was conducted in a laboratory. This laboratory comprised six private cubicles which were soundproof and each equipped with a computer. The study was conducted with the computers and, thus, all instructions and measures were displayed on the computer screens. After giving informed consent, all participants read four existing German Wikipedia articles on negative events. We provided German articles as we wanted to keep the language of the laboratory study entirely in German. Moreover, the German articles may have been more easily comprehensible for participants. These articles only contained the main text and did not include figures, tables, references, external links, or other information unrelated to the main text. The criteria for the selection of the articles were the same as in Study 1, but we applied the following additional criteria: The articles were available in German, the lengths of the main texts were comparable across geographical location, and the event had happened in the last few years. These additional criteria yielded a sample of roughly 10 articles. From these articles, we then chose those four articles whose length of the German texts was sufficiently long to ensure that participants could engage with the negative events long enough. Finally, we used the following articles: April 2015 Nepal earthquake (earthquake in Asia), August 2016 earthquake in Italy (earthquake in Europe), January 2016 Bacha Khan University attack (terrorist attack in Asia), and June 2017 London Bridge attack (terrorist attack in Europe). Two of these articles (April 2015 Nepal earthquake, January 2016 Bacha Khan University attack) have also been used in their English version in Study 1.

Roughly half of the participants (*N* = 18) first read the two earthquakes articles and then the two terrorist attacks articles, while the other half of the participants (*N* = 17) first read the two terrorist attacks articles and then the two earthquakes articles. We checked whether this difference in the order of articles had an influence on the dependent variables. To do so, we conducted four mixed ANOVAs with order of articles as between-groups factor and the four ratings of the articles of each dependent variable (i.e., threat appraisal, anger, sadness, and anxiety) as within-groups factor. These analyses did not reveal any significant main effect of order of articles on the dependent variables, all *F*'s (1, 33) \< 1, *ns*. Therefore, we excluded the order factor from the analyses.

After reading each Wikipedia article, participants, first, indicated how threatening they appraised the event described in the Wikipedia article and, then, which emotions they felt concerning this event. To make sure that participants would leave the laboratory in a balanced state of mood, they thought about a current positive situation in their lives at the end of the study and wrote some sentences about it. Finally, they were carefully debriefed, received their compensation, and were dismissed.

### Measures {#sec014}

*Threat appraisal* was measured with two items, a demands item and a resources item. The demands item asked participants "How demanding is the negative event in the article you just read for you?" and assessed their answers on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (*not demanding at all*) to 9 (*very demanding*). The resources item asked participants "How well can you deal with the negative event?" and assessed their answers on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (*not at all*) to 9 (*very well*). These items are typical items often used in research about threat \[[@pone.0233770.ref029], [@pone.0233770.ref042]\]. We then calculated a difference score of the two items by subtracting the scores of the resources item from the scores of the demands item, which resulted in a single score for threat appraisal. Thus, this difference score could take positive as well as negative values with higher values indicating more threat appraisal.

As *emotions*, we measured with three items each *anger* (hostile, angry, annoyed, α = .77), *sadness* (disappointed, sad, depressed, α = .94), and *anxiety* (scared, afraid, frightened, α = .94; \[[@pone.0233770.ref043]\]) regarding the negative event in the article. All items were assessed on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (*does not apply at all*) to 9 (*applies very much*) and were preceded by the words "When I am thinking about the negative event in the article, I am/feel ...".

Results {#sec015}
-------

In order to test whether the four articles differed in their elicitation of threat appraisal, anger, sadness, and anxiety, we conducted repeated measurement ANOVAs with type of negative event (earthquake vs. terrorist attack) and geographical proximity (Asia vs. Europe) as within-groups factors. We conducted these ANOVAs for each of the dependent variables in the same way and, in the following, present the results of these analyses for each variable.

### Threat appraisal {#sec016}

The results revealed a significant main effect of type of negative event, *F* (1, 34) = 5.64, *p* = .023, η~p~^2^ = .142. The terrorist attacks elicited more threat appraisal (*M* = 0.50, *SD* = 2.92) than the earthquakes (*M* = -0.39, *SD* = 2.76), which supported Hypothesis 1. The results also revealed a significant type of negative event × geographical proximity interaction, *F* (1, 34) = 21.72, *p* \< .001, η~p~^2^ = .390. The threat appraisal of the earthquake in Asia (*M* = 0.11, *SD* = 2.83) did not differ from the threat appraisal of the terrorist attack in Asia (*M* = -0.40, *SD* = 3.14; *M*~diff~ = 0.51, *SE* = 0.52, *p* = .332). In contrast, the terrorist attack in Europe elicited more threat appraisal (*M* = 1.40, *SD* = 2.66) than the earthquake in Europe (*M* = -0.89, *SD* = 2.69; *M*~diff~ = 2.29, *SE* = 0.43, *p* \< .001; [Fig 2](#pone.0233770.g002){ref-type="fig"} on the far left), which supported Hypothesis 4a. The main effect of geographical proximity was not significant, *F* (1, 34) = 1.53, *p* = .225.

![Means and standard errors for the dependent variables threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety for the Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and terrorist attacks that happened in Asia or Europe of Study 2.](pone.0233770.g002){#pone.0233770.g002}

### Anger {#sec017}

The results revealed a significant main effect of type of negative event, *F* (1, 34) = 117.46, *p* \< .001, η~p~^2^ = .776. The terrorist attacks elicited more anger (*M* = 5.33, *SD* = 1.68) than the earthquakes (*M* = 2.62, *SD* = 1.68; [Fig 2](#pone.0233770.g002){ref-type="fig"} second from the left), which supported Hypothesis 2. There was also a marginal main effect of geographical proximity, *F* (1, 34) = 4.04, *p* = .052, η~p~^2^ = .106. The negative events in Europe elicited more anger (*M* = 4.14, *SD* = 1.76) than the negative events in Asia (*M* = 3.81, *SD* = 1.60). The interaction was not significant, *F* (1, 34) \< 1, *ns*. Thus, Hypothesis 4b was not supported. Instead, Hypothesis 2 was supported for terrorist attacks in both Asia and Europe.

### Sadness {#sec018}

The results revealed a significant main effect of type of negative event, *F* (1, 34) = 5.29, *p* = .028, η~p~^2^ = .135. The terrorist attacks elicited more sadness (*M* = 5.37, *SD* = 2.19) than the earthquakes (*M* = 4.92, *SD* = 1.93), which was opposite to Hypothesis 3. There was also a significant type of negative event × geographical proximity interaction, *F* (1, 34) = 25.45, *p* \< .001, η~p~^2^ = .428. The earthquake in Asia (*M* = 5.34, *SD* = 2.04) did not differ from the terrorist attack in Asia (*M* = 5.11, *SD* = 2.33) in the elicitation of sadness (*M*~diff~ = 0.23, *SE* = 0.26, *p* = .383). In contrast, the terrorist attack in Europe elicited more sadness (*M* = 5.62, *SD* = 2.05) than the earthquake in Europe (*M* = 4.51, *SD* = 1.81; *M*~diff~ = 1.11, *SE* = 0.21, *p* \< .001; [Fig 2](#pone.0233770.g002){ref-type="fig"} second from the right), which supported Hypothesis 4c, but was still opposite to Hypothesis 3. The main effect for geographical proximity was not significant, *F* (1, 34) \< 1, *ns*.

### Anxiety {#sec019}

The results revealed that there were significant main effects for type of negative event, *F* (1, 34) = 27.27, *p* \< .001, η~p~^2^ = .445, and geographical proximity, *F* (1, 34) = 9.23, *p* = .005, η~p~^2^ = .213, which were qualified by a significant type of negative event × geographical proximity interaction, *F* (1, 34) = 8.02, *p* = .008, η~p~^2^ = .191. The terrorist attack in Asia elicited more anxiety (*M* = 4.36, *SD* = 1.91) than the earthquake in Asia (*M* = 3.67, *SD* = 1.76; *M*~diff~ = 0.69, *SE* = 0.29, *p* = .023). The terrorist attack in Europe elicited even more anxiety (*M* = 5.19, *SD* = 2.20) than the terrorist attack in Asia (*M*~diff~ = 0.83, *SE* = 0.17, *p* \< .001) and also more anxiety than the earthquake in Europe (*M* = 3.70, *SD* = 1.86; *M*~diff~ = 1.49, *SE* = 0.21, *p* \< .001; [Fig 2](#pone.0233770.g002){ref-type="fig"} on the far right).

Discussion {#sec020}
----------

The findings of Study 2 showed that the Wikipedia article on the nearby (i.e., European) terrorist attack elicited more threat appraisal than the Wikipedia article on the nearby earthquake, which was not the case when the negative events happened far away (i.e., in Asia). For the elicitation of anger, however, the geographical proximity of the negative event did not matter. The Wikipedia articles on the nearby and the far away terrorist attacks both elicited more anger than the Wikipedia articles on the nearby and the far away earthquakes. Concerning sadness and anxiety, the Wikipedia article on the nearby terrorist attack elicited more sadness and anxiety than the Wikipedia article on the nearby earthquake. There was no difference in sadness for the Wikipedia articles on the far away earthquake or terrorist attacks, but there was a difference in anxiety.

Similar to Study 1, the scores of the emotions anger, sadness, and anxiety were around the midpoint or lower end of the 9-point scale. As explained in the discussion of Study 1, these moderate scores may have occurred as participants had merely read about the negative events. Possibly, hearing about or watching news on television about new negative events, or even witnessing or experiencing these events may intensely increase these emotions. Still, the difference between earthquakes and terrorist attacks should also hold in such situations.

General discussion {#sec021}
==================

The findings of the current research present evidence that Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicit more threat appraisal and anger than Wikipedia articles on earthquakes. In particular, these emotions were elicited while reading as well as after reading these articles. Moreover, Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks also elicited more sadness and anxiety while reading and after reading them than Wikipedia articles on earthquakes.

This research complements existing research in three important ways. First of all, previous research on emotional content in Wikipedia articles \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\] used the automatic linguistic text analysis tool LIWC to investigate emotional content in Wikipedia articles. Although widely used \[[@pone.0233770.ref033]--[@pone.0233770.ref036]\], this tool may fall short in considering the context, the relationships between emotional words, or the meaning of acts or events. The present research adds to such previous research by having individuals rate their emotional reactions while and after reading the Wikipedia articles. Similar to previous research, the studies presented here found effects for threat appraisal and anger.

Second, the present research closes an important research gap. Previous research has demonstrated that Wikipedia articles written collectively by masses of individuals as well as individually written Wikipedia articles in the laboratory contained more anger-related content in the case of man-made attacks (e.g., terrorist attacks) and mostly more sadness-related content in the case of disasters (e.g., earthquakes, train accidents). The previous laboratory research also measured emotional reactions and threat separately with self-report measures and demonstrated that merely thinking about a hypothetical man-made attack elicited more anger and a higher threat appraisal than thinking about a hypothetical man-made or nature-made disaster. The present studies bring these two lines of research together by illustrating that such emotions were also elicited both while reading and after reading Wikipedia articles on real negative events. Importantly, the same effects as in previous research were found. As such, previous research and the current research demonstrated together that the threat appraisal and anger effects occurred both while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles) \[[@pone.0233770.ref003]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\] and internalizing information (i.e., reading and encoding information from Wikipedia articles).

Finally, the present research introduced a new factor that previous research did not consider. That is, it investigated the geographical proximity of the negative events. In line with other research on the media coverage of certain events \[[@pone.0233770.ref038]--[@pone.0233770.ref039]\], we found differences between the terrorist attack and the earthquake for threat appraisal, sadness, and anxiety when the events had happened close by. This was not the case when the events happened further away. This means that for threat appraisal, sadness, and anxiety, it mattered where the negative event had happened. The closer-by it happened, that is, in Europe, the stronger were the emotional reactions and threat responses. In contrast, the distance to Asia seemed to neutralize and attenuate the reactions. For anger, however, it did not matter whether the terrorist attacks were close by or further away. They both elicited more anger than close-by or further away earthquakes. In this sense, the distance of the negative event had no neutralizing or attenuating effect on the anger effects. Rather, the anger effects for man-made attacks seemed to be independent from geographical proximity. Possibly, the fact that extremists increasingly aim to do harm across the whole world makes terrorist attacks a more global phenomenon than earthquakes that are tied to specific regions. These differences may have caused the particular anger effects.

Implications {#sec022}
------------

In the same way as in previous research, the findings of this research imply that appraisal theories of specific emotions \[[@pone.0233770.ref025]--[@pone.0233770.ref027]\], theories of threat appraisal \[[@pone.0233770.ref028]--[@pone.0233770.ref029]\], and influences of emotions on information processing \[[@pone.0233770.ref017]--[@pone.0233770.ref018]\] can be applied to Wikipedia. Specific characteristics of certain situations, such as the characteristics of a negative event, elicit specific emotions. That is, reading about the blameworthy actions of terrorists in Wikipedia articles elicits anger and threat appraisal. Thus, those theories are relevant for information production in and knowledge acquisition from Wikipedia articles.

The results of the present research extend previous research in an important way, as they also investigated geographical proximity as a factor influencing emotional reactions to Wikipedia articles. We revealed that geographical proximity has an impact on threat appraisal, sadness and anxiety, while it has no influence on anger. Thus, regarding theories of specific emotions \[[@pone.0233770.ref025]--[@pone.0233770.ref027]\], not only the situation of the negative event but also the geographical proximity may have to be taken into account to specify the emotional reaction. Moreover, for Wikipedia researchers and the Wikipedia community, it is relevant to know that negative events happening further away may elicit weaker emotional reactions than events happening closer by. This finding may have practical implications for Wikipedia authors as well as for researchers studying emotions in Wikipedia.

Strengths, limitations, and future research {#sec023}
-------------------------------------------

The present research used existing Wikipedia articles. Raters rated their emotional reactions to those articles in two studies that complement each other. While Study 1 used various Wikipedia articles and four raters, Study 2 used four articles but had numerous raters. In this sense, the studies were well set up and worked well together. They also introduced a new factor, that is, geographical proximity, which previous research had not taken into consideration so far.

Still, some limitations can be discussed. First, the articles in Study 1 were in English to ensure comparability with previous research \[[@pone.0233770.ref004]--[@pone.0233770.ref005]\], while the articles of Study 2 were in German in order to keep the material of the entire laboratory study in German. Such language differences may have caused different results. The raters of the two studies were also different. While they were research assistants collaborating with the authors in Study 1, they were usual laboratory participants in Study 2. Yet, all raters of Study 1 and most raters of Study 2 were university students and therefore comparable. Moreover, the Wikipedia articles were different across the studies. There were more articles in Study 1 than in Study 2. Still, from the four articles of Study 2, one earthquake and one terrorist attack were also used in Study 1. In that sense, there was some overlap in terms of Wikipedia articles between the studies. Besides these differences, the two studies worked well together, but future research should nonetheless strive to minimize possible differences.

Second, in Study 2, the factor geographical proximity was established by having four Wikipedia articles, two about negative events in Asia and two about negative events in Europe. Although the effects in this study were clear, other research should aim to replicate these findings with more events. Such research could also specify geographical proximity in a more fine-grained way. For example, it could be differentiated between very close and close negative events in Europe, negative events in Asia which happened just outside of Europe, and further away negative events in Asia. This would yield a more detailed picture of the influence of geographical proximity.

Third, the studies of this research were rating studies which used a typical rating approach or a complete within-groups design in the laboratory. Yet, in future research, the current findings should be replicated in controlled laboratory studies with between-groups factors. Such studies would enable researchers to ensure that the present findings also hold for more conservative statistical tests in between-groups designs.

Finally, the current research found effects for emotional reactions while reading and after reading Wikipedia articles. In order to investigate whether individuals' physiological reactions are the same as the reactions our studies demonstrate, future research could use physiological measures. For example, participants could wear EEG caps that assess their brain activity while reading a Wikipedia article about a terrorist attack. Likewise, physiological measures such as heart rate, blood pressure, skin conductance, and pupil dilatation could be highly relevant additional measures in assessing emotional reactions. If such future research found similar results as we did, it could strengthen the current findings and, therefore, provide further relevant physiological insights about emotional reactions to Wikipedia articles about negative events.

Conclusion {#sec024}
----------

In sum, the current research has demonstrated that Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicit more anger and threat appraisal than Wikipedia articles on earthquakes. These effects were established with two rating studies that varied the number of Wikipedia articles and the number of raters. This research also illustrated that the emotion effects only occur for negative events in Europe and mostly not for negative events in Asia, except for the anger effect which was the same across Europe and Asia. Thus, the type of negative event and the geographical proximity of the negative event are relevant factors for explaining threat appraisal responses and emotional reactions to Wikipedia articles.
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======================
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Dear Dr. Greving,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

We would appreciate receiving your revised manuscript by Dec 01 2019 11:59PM. When you are ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter.

To enhance the reproducibility of your results, we recommend that if applicable you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io, where a protocol can be assigned its own identifier (DOI) such that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). This letter should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Manuscript\'.

Please note while forming your response, if your article is accepted, you may have the opportunity to make the peer review history publicly available. The record will include editor decision letters (with reviews) and your responses to reviewer comments. If eligible, we will contact you to opt in or out.

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Kind regards,

Dana Balas Timar

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

Journal Requirements:

1\. When submitting your revision, we need you to address these additional requirements.

Please ensure that your manuscript meets PLOS ONE\'s style requirements, including those for file naming. The PLOS ONE style templates can be found at
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2\. We note that you have stated that you will provide repository information for your data at acceptance. Should your manuscript be accepted for publication, we will hold it until you provide the relevant accession numbers or DOIs necessary to access your data. If you wish to make changes to your Data Availability statement, please describe these changes in your cover letter and we will update your Data Availability statement to reflect the information you provide.

Additional Editor Comments (if provided):

The authors present interesting data shedding new light on factors that are relevant for the elicitation of emotions by Wikipedia articles, namely Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicited more threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety than Wikipedia articles on earthquakes.

The authors present to studies. The findings of Study 1 demonstrated that reading Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicited more feelings of threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety than reading Wikipedia articles on earthquakes. The findings of Study 2 showed that the Wikipedia article on the nearby (i.e., European) terrorist attack elicited more threat appraisal than the Wikipedia article on the nearby earthquake, which was not the case when the negative events happened far away (i.e., in Asia).

The manuscript is well written, has an important threat appraisal message, and should be of great interest to the readers.

However, the results from Study 1 are somehow restrictive in amplitude, due to several aspects:

• "Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more feelings of threat (M = 4.39, SD = 0.70) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 3.68, SD = 0.84; Fig 1 on the far left), which supported Hypothesis 1"

• "Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more anger (M = 3.79, SD = 0.69) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 1.53, SD = 0.55; Fig 1 second from the left), which supported Hypothesis 2."

• Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more sadness (M = 4.12, SD = 0.70) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 3.42, SD = 0.87; Fig 1 second from the right), which was opposite to Hypothesis 3.

• Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more anxiety (M = 2.95, SD = 201 0.69) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 2.21, SD = 0.61; Fig 1 on the far right).

when using a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 9 (very much). The means are closer to the non-threat interval (1) rather that being closer to the threat interval (9).

We ask authors to explain such results and to further investigate the meaning of these low means on aspects considered to be important in the investigation of eliciting emotions.

Similar for Study 2, plus the data presenting threat appraisal from lines 292-301 it is inconsistent with results from Study 1. For example "The terrorist attacks elicited more threat appraisal (M = 0.50, SD = 2.92) than the earthquakes (M = -0.39, SD = 2.76), which supported Hypothesis 1." Means and standard deviations are not properly presented, a mean is not supposed to be negative under the presented methodology. Please revise this section.

Overall, it is an important study, and should be considered for publication in PLOS ONE, once the statistical issue has been resolved.

\[Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit.\]

Reviewers\' comments:

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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Dear Dr. Balas Timar,

Thank you very much for investing your time and effort to review our manuscript. Your valuable feedback helped us improve the paper on its way to publication.

We have considered all your suggestions and are convinced that we have made appropriate improvements. In this letter, we address all your comments and explain our revisions in detail. In order to ensure the transparency of our revisions, we have replied to each comment separately (in bold letter type). Below our comments, you find the new or modified paragraphs of the revised manuscript (indented, in quotation marks, and in bold letter type).

Additional Editor Comments (if provided):

The authors present interesting data shedding new light on factors that are relevant for the elicitation of emotions by Wikipedia articles, namely Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicited more threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety than Wikipedia articles on earthquakes.

The authors present to studies. The findings of Study 1 demonstrated that reading Wikipedia articles on terrorist attacks elicited more feelings of threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety than reading Wikipedia articles on earthquakes. The findings of Study 2 showed that the Wikipedia article on the nearby (i.e., European) terrorist attack elicited more threat appraisal than the Wikipedia article on the nearby earthquake, which was not the case when the negative events happened far away (i.e., in Asia).

The manuscript is well written, has an important threat appraisal message, and should be of great interest to the readers.

Thank you very much. We appreciate your positive feedback to our manuscript.

However, the results from Study 1 are somehow restrictive in amplitude, due to several aspects:

• "Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more feelings of threat (M = 4.39, SD = 0.70) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 3.68, SD = 0.84; Fig 1 on the far left), which supported Hypothesis 1"

• "Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more anger (M = 3.79, SD = 0.69) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 1.53, SD = 0.55; Fig 1 second from the left), which supported Hypothesis 2."

• Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more sadness (M = 4.12, SD = 0.70) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 3.42, SD = 0.87; Fig 1 second from the right), which was opposite to Hypothesis 3.

• Wikipedia articles about terrorist attacks elicited more anxiety (M = 2.95, SD = 201 0.69) than Wikipedia articles about earthquakes (M = 2.21, SD = 0.61; Fig 1 on the far right).

when using a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 9 (very much). The means are closer to the non-threat interval (1) rather that being closer to the threat interval (9).

We ask authors to explain such results and to further investigate the meaning of these low means on aspects considered to be important in the investigation of eliciting emotions.

This is truly a valid point. We have extended the discussion section of Study 1; we state that the means are at the lower end of the scale and we discuss why this could be the case.

"The ratings of the independent coders were at the lower end of the 9-point scale. Probably, merely reading about the negative events did not elicit intensive levels of threat, anger, sadness, and anxiety but rather low to medium levels. This may be the case because most of the events had happened in the past and may not have as much influence as new events. Still, the findings clearly demonstrated the expected differences between the negative events. The level and pattern of results also mainly corresponded to previous research \[2-4\]. Nonetheless, one can easily imagine that the level of emotions would very likely increase in the face of a new terrorist attack or earthquake (e.g., when hearing about a new negative event in the news or when even witnessing or experiencing such an event). Still, the expected difference between terrorist attacks and earthquakes should hold in this case as well."

Similar for Study 2, plus the data presenting threat appraisal from lines 292-301 it is inconsistent with results from Study 1. For example "The terrorist attacks elicited more threat appraisal (M = 0.50, SD = 2.92) than the earthquakes (M = -0.39, SD = 2.76), which supported Hypothesis 1." Means and standard deviations are not properly presented, a mean is not supposed to be negative under the presented methodology. Please revise this section.

We have also extended the discussion section of Study 2 to address the low to medium levels of anger, sadness, and anxiety.

"Similar to Study 1, the scores of the emotions anger, sadness, and anxiety were around the midpoint or lower end of the 9-point scale. As explained in the discussion of Study 1, these moderate scores may have occurred as participants had merely read about the negative events. Possibly, hearing about or watching news on television about new negative events, or even witnessing or experiencing these events may intensely increase these emotions. Still, the difference between earthquakes and terrorist attacks should also hold in such situations."

In the case of the threat appraisal and its results, we apologize for not being clear enough about the measure. We measured threat appraisal with two items and then calculated a difference score between these items, which resulted in a single score for threat appraisal. Therefore, this score could take positive as well as negative values. In order to make up for this shortcoming, we have extended the description of the threat appraisal measure in the methods section of Study 2 and describe in more detail that and how we calculated the difference score.

"Threat appraisal was measured with two items, a demands item and a resources item. The demands item asked participants "How demanding is the negative event in the article you just read for you?" and assessed their answers on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not demanding at all) to 9 (very demanding). The resources item asked participants "How well can you deal with the negative event?" and assessed their answers on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 9 (very well). These items are typical items often used in research about threat \[27, 40\]. We then calculated a difference score of the two items by subtracting the scores of the resources item from the scores of the demands item, which resulted in a single score for threat appraisal. Thus, this difference score could take positive as well as negative values with higher values indicating more threat appraisal."

Overall, it is an important study, and should be considered for publication in PLOS ONE, once the statistical issue has been resolved.

Thank you very much again for your overall positive feedback. We hope that we have revised the paper in accordance with what you had in mind. Thank you also very much again for the time and effort you invested in reviewing our manuscript. The revisions have improved the manuscript and we think that it is ready for publication.

All the best and kind regards,

Hannah Greving
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Dear Dr. Greving,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

There is feedback from a Reviewer who provided extensive comments about this version of the manuscript.  Please, see the specific comments appended at the bottom of this letter. As you will see, there were several major concerns that should be addressed in another reviewed version of your study. Please, notice that because this can be considered as a major review, a resubmission will require another round of reviews and that the outcome is unpredictable at this point. 

We would appreciate receiving your revised manuscript by Mar 16 2020 11:59PM. When you are ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter.

To enhance the reproducibility of your results, we recommend that if applicable you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io, where a protocol can be assigned its own identifier (DOI) such that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). This letter should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Manuscript\'.

Please note while forming your response, if your article is accepted, you may have the opportunity to make the peer review history publicly available. The record will include editor decision letters (with reviews) and your responses to reviewer comments. If eligible, we will contact you to opt in or out.

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Kind regards,

Angel Blanch, Ph.D.

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

\[Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit.\]

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

**Comments to the Author**

1\. If the authors have adequately addressed your comments raised in a previous round of review and you feel that this manuscript is now acceptable for publication, you may indicate that here to bypass the "Comments to the Author" section, enter your conflict of interest statement in the "Confidential to Editor" section, and submit your \"Accept\" recommendation.

Reviewer \#1: (No Response)

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: I Don\'t Know

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: This short paper reports on two related studies of emotion expression/perception in Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and terrorist attacks, in a continuation of the authors' recent research in this area. I agreed to review it because the abstract caught my interest, particular the geographical findings. All the findings are commonsensical and more-or-less predictable, but it can be gratifying to have one's perceptions confirmed. At first view, the paper appears to be a straightforward and concisely-presented empirical study. It is focused on the research questions, methods, and results of the two related studies, with minimal conceptual framing, review of previous literature, or interpretation beyond confirming or disconfirming the studies' hypotheses. Although this may be a genre that is acceptable for this journal, I generally see these lacks as shortcomings. In the case of this paper, the abbreviated literature review is most problematic, because readers are not told enough about the authors' previous work to be able to judge what is original and new in the present work. The References indicate that the authors have published three recent articles (in 2018 and 2019) on what appear to be very closely-related topics. Therefore, the paper needs to make the unique contributions of the present study crystal clear. The geographical question seems to be new in this work; however, the originality of the other research questions is less clear.

I wrote "at first sight" above, because as I read through the paper, I became increasingly aware that two key points are in fact presented somewhat confusingly. The first could be a terminological issue; when I read "the current research coded the emotional content of existing Wikipedia articles" and that the authors "conducted a classical coding study," I understood that they used content analysis to code emotional expression in the Wikipedia articles. I was surprised to learn later that what they meant was that they had study participants rate their emotional responses to the articles on Likert scales. In my understanding this doesn't involve "coding," but rather "rating."

There is also a deeper underlying confusion that runs through the paper, between production, manifest content, and reception. The authors actually studied the participants' emotional responses (reception), but they describe it as coding "the emotional content of existing Wikipedia articles" (manifest content). Moreover, later in the paper, they write that "threat appraisal and anger effects occurred ... while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles)." This would be fine if Wikipedia contributors had been studied, but they were not; the authors seem to assume that the emotions manifest in the articles are identical to the emotions of the producers of the articles. (The present paper doesn't analyze the manifest content of the articles, but it seems as though one of their other papers may have done so. Either that, or the authors are assuming that the emotions expressed in the articles are the same as the raters' emotional responses to the articles, in which case the only emotions for which there is empirical evidence are those of the raters.) In any case, the distinction between production, manifest content, and reception needs to be made clear. Both studies in this paper are concerned primarily with reception.

A third criticism is that the authors describe Study 1 and Study 2 as neatly complementary, "focusing either on many articles with a few coders or a few articles with many coders," without discussing or even acknowledging in the discussion that the two studies were conducted in different languages, with different participants and different Wikipedia articles. These differences may not ultimately matter much to the studies' findings, but their possible effects should be considered.

The paper is written in good, clear English overall. I have highlighted some awkward, nonnative wording in the attached copy of the manuscript.

More detailed comments follow:

L 38 Is [www.alexa.com](http://www.alexa.com) a credible scholarly source? It's not in the references.

Ll 56-58 and other statements led me to believe that the content of the articles was coded (using content analysis). But later (e.g., ll 158-160) it seems that it is coders' emotional reactions that are analyzed, which is not the same thing. Clarify.

Ll 113-114 "LIWC can be criticized for being based merely on the counts of words, without being able to assess broader measures of the complex categories it assesses." (Vague. What broader measures? For example, one of LIWC's main weaknesses is its insensitivity to the context in which the words appear, which can affect their meaning.)

Ll 127-129 Are you hypothesizing this, or stating it as a fact? If the latter, does that make your research results a foregone conclusion?

Ll 133-138 Were the four articles in Study 2 included in the 60 articles Study 1?

Ll 144-149 Don't you already know the answers for some of these Hypotheses from your previous research? What is new about these here?

Ll 158-160 "The elicitation of emotions while reading the articles was measured by having four independent coders rate their subjective emotional reactions during reading." (Mention this earlier. I misunderstood that the four coders were content analyzing the text of the articles.)

Ll 170-173 From among all entries that met these criteria for inclusion, how did you choose the 30 (60) for this study? Presumably there were not exactly 30 of each type that met your criteria.

Ll 190-201 Consistent with your previous research findings? Indicate which of these findings are previously unreported.

Ll 226-227 "Study 2 used four existing Wikipedia articles about an earthquake in Asia, an earthquake in Europe, a terrorist attack in Asia, and a terrorist attack in Europe." (How were these articles selected?)

Ll 236-239 "This analysis showed that we would need a total sample size of 10 participants. We followed these calculations, but simultaneously had to adjust to the conditions in the laboratory and the availability of participants who signed up for the study. Therefore, 35 participants ..." (How does it follow that you got 35 if you only needed 10? Explain better.)

Ll 241-242 Was the first study in the lab session related to this study?

Ll 250-252 "The criteria for the selection of the articles ..." (Why did you switch from English-language articles in Study 1 to German articles in Study 2? It introduces another possible dimension of variation when comparing the two studies.)

Ll 254-256 How were these specific four articles selected from among all candidates that met your inclusion criteria?

Ll 350-352 "these emotions were elicited while reading as well as after reading these articles. ..." (But not the same articles, in the same language, or by the same readers. Discuss.)

L 356 "The broader complexity of emotions" is vague. What do you mean by this, and how do your methods address emotional complexity? It seems that the same emotions are addressed as in previous research, and they are rated as conceptual wholes, without nuance as regards context, individual differences, etc. Expressing vs. perceiving emotions are complementary aspects of communication, to be sure, but do you mean to imply that emotions that are are both expressed and perceived are more "complex" than emotions are are expressed?

Ll 370-371 "threat appraisal and anger effects occurred both while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles) and internalizing information (i.e., reading and ..." (Careful of your assumptions. What Wikipedia authors write is not necessarily the same as what they feel. You cannot simply equate the two.)

Ll 384-385 "the anger effects for man-made attacks seemed to be independent from geographical proximity." (Why might this be so? Is terrorism more "global" than earthquakes, perhaps, in an era where terrorists increasingly travel to wreak havok in other countries?)

Ll 388-389 "appraisal theories of specific emotions \[24-26\], theories of threat appraisal \[27\], and influences of emotions on information processing \[16-17\]" (These theories should be laid out more clearly early in the paper, rather than simply referenced.)

Ll 404-405 "The present research used and analyzed existing Wikipedia articles and coded them in two studies ..." (Wording like this has caused me confusion throughout the article. You did not code the articles; you had readers rate their emotional responses to the articles, as I now understand. Clarify this throughout. The problem centers on the verb 'code.')

Ll 405-407 Your discussion and conclusions do not acknowledge the differences between the studies (different articles, different language of articles, different readers, different method of recording reactions, etc.). These should be discussed.

Ll 417-418 "the studies of this research were coding studies which used a classical coding approach" (I understand this as referring to content analysis, the classic coding and counting approach for analyzing textual and other content. What you did was conduct experiments and have participants rate their emotional responses to text.)

Ll 428-429 "These and similar measures would certainly be relevant measures in future research." (Sentence is rather weak. What additional information might such studies provide? My guess is they will show the same patterns.)
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Author response to Decision Letter 1

21 Feb 2020

Dear Dr. Angel Blanch,

Thank you very much for investing your time and effort to review our manuscript. Your constructive and valuable feedback helped us very much improve the paper on its way to publication.

We have considered all your suggestions and are convinced that we have made appropriate improvements. In this letter, we address all your comments and explain our revisions in detail. In order to ensure the transparency of our revisions, we have replied to each comment separately (in bold letter type; see attached Word document). Below our comments, you find the new or modified paragraphs of the revised manuscript (indented, in quotation marks, and in bold letter type; see attached Word document).

Reviewer \#1: This short paper reports on two related studies of emotion expression/perception in Wikipedia articles on earthquakes and terrorist attacks, in a continuation of the authors' recent research in this area. I agreed to review it because the abstract caught my interest, particular the geographical findings. All the findings are commonsensical and more-or-less predictable, but it can be gratifying to have one's perceptions confirmed. At first view, the paper appears to be a straightforward and concisely-presented empirical study. It is focused on the research questions, methods, and results of the two related studies, with minimal conceptual framing, review of previous literature, or interpretation beyond confirming or disconfirming the studies' hypotheses. Although this may be a genre that is acceptable for this journal, I generally see these lacks as shortcomings. In the case of this paper, the abbreviated literature review is most problematic, because readers are not told enough about the authors' previous work to be able to judge what is original and new in the present work. The References indicate that the authors have published three recent articles (in 2018 and 2019) on what appear to be very closely-related topics. Therefore, the paper needs to make the unique contributions of the present study crystal clear. The geographical question seems to be new in this work; however, the originality of the other research questions is less clear.

We apologize for having presented only a minimal literature overview of the previous studies and related theories (see below for the other comment concerning the theories). To make up for this shortcoming, we have extended the introduction section of the manuscript and have presented more details about the previous research and the theories:

"Second, emotions are core to human beings and influence a wide array of aspects of human functioning and behavior \[14\]. In particular, they influence information processing \[15-16\], such as the production of information \[17-18\], which is relevant for writing Wikipedia articles. Across a variety of contexts, individuals produced more information that was congruent with their current state, for example, more negative information when they were in a negative state \[18\]." \[...\]

"This research used appraisal theories of specific emotions \[25-27\] to explain the elicitation of certain emotions by certain negative events and used man-made attacks (e.g., terrorist attacks) and natural disasters (e.g., earthquakes) as negative events. These appraisal theories suggest that the characteristics of a situation are important for which emotions are elicited. Emotions can be elicited by desirable or undesirable outcomes, actions, or objects. As we investigate negative events, we will focus on undesirable outcomes and actions. Undesirable outcomes that cannot be made undone and have unspecific causes elicit sadness \[25--27\]. In contrast, undesirable outcomes that are caused by harmful and blameworthy actions of others who intended to do harm and can be held responsible elicit anger. The previous research mapped these predictions of appraisal theories onto the natural disasters and man-made attacks. In particular, terrorist attacks were expected to elicit more anger, as they occur due to the blameworthy actions of extremists, while earthquakes were expected to elicit more sadness, as they occur due to natural factors and cannot be undone \[25-27\] (for more elaboration on these expectations see \[5\]). Following this theorizing and these expectations, the previous research analyzed existing Wikipedia articles in order to investigate whether those expected emotional reactions were present in the manifest content of the articles. It was found that Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks contained more anger-related content than Wikipedia articles on natural disasters, whereas Wikipedia articles on natural disasters contained more sadness-related content than Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks \[4-5\].

Besides the research on the content of existing Wikipedia articles, there has also been research that investigated whether these effects hold when individuals spontaneously produce a Wikipedia article about these negative events. That research found that participants also produced more anger-related content in Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks than in articles on natural disasters in controlled laboratory experiments \[3\]. These laboratory experiments further examined what could explain the robust anger effects. Based on theories of threat \[28\], it was argued that man-made attacks elicit threat appraisal and as a consequence anger. Threat appraisal is defined as feelings of being unable to deal with a demanding situation \[29\]. Threat theories suggest that threat elicits active and engaged reactions, such as increased behavioral intentions and self-serving reactions \[28\]. It has also been shown that terrorist attacks were perceived as threatening and increased support for engagement in war activities and aggressive reactions \[30--32\]. Based on these theories and findings, the previous research has demonstrated that man-made attacks elicited more threat appraisal than nature-made disasters. Threat appraisal was also a mediator that could explain the effects on anger and anger-related content in Wikipedia articles."

Moreover, we have added more information to the introduction in which we point out the contribution of the previous research and especially the contribution of the current research more explicitly:

"This previous research investigated which manifest content existing Wikipedia articles about negative events have and which information is produced when spontaneously writing those Wikipedia articles. Thus, the research focused on the expression of emotions in the articles. What has been neglected so far is how information from the Wikipedia articles is received and which emotional reactions are perceived when reading them. These steps are quite important elements in the communication process of Wikipedia, as Wikipedia articles are produced and written for other Internet users who receive the information and perceive its emotional content." \[...\]

"Although widely used, LIWC can be criticized for being based merely on the counts of words. LIWC is not able to assess any context that these emotional words are presented in, any relationships between emotional words, which may hint to totally different emotions (e.g., in the case of sarcasm or irony), or any political or societal meaning of acts or words (e.g., in the case of terrorist attacks). Thus, the results obtained in previous research for the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles may not completely hold, because LIWC may not entirely capture anger, sadness, and anxiety and may not consider the context or other relevant factors. It is also unclear whether individuals reading the Wikipedia articles recognize those emotions that LIWC found and react emotionally in the same way. In order to close this gap, the current research set out to investigate how the content and especially the emotional content of Wikipedia articles on negative events is perceived."

I wrote "at first sight" above, because as I read through the paper, I became increasingly aware that two key points are in fact presented somewhat confusingly. The first could be a terminological issue; when I read "the current research coded the emotional content of existing Wikipedia articles" and that the authors "conducted a classical coding study," I understood that they used content analysis to code emotional expression in the Wikipedia articles. I was surprised to learn later that what they meant was that they had study participants rate their emotional responses to the articles on Likert scales. In my understanding this doesn't involve "coding," but rather "rating."

We regret that our wording has created a misunderstanding. To address this comment, we have removed the terms "code/coder/coding" from the entire manuscript and instead use "rate/rater/rating", which are indeed better descriptions of what the raters/participants have done in the studies.

There is also a deeper underlying confusion that runs through the paper, between production, manifest content, and reception. The authors actually studied the participants' emotional responses (reception), but they describe it as coding "the emotional content of existing Wikipedia articles" (manifest content). Moreover, later in the paper, they write that "threat appraisal and anger effects occurred ... while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles)." This would be fine if Wikipedia contributors had been studied, but they were not; the authors seem to assume that the emotions manifest in the articles are identical to the emotions of the producers of the articles. (The present paper doesn't analyze the manifest content of the articles, but it seems as though one of their other papers may have done so. Either that, or the authors are assuming that the emotions expressed in the articles are the same as the raters' emotional responses to the articles, in which case the only emotions for which there is empirical evidence are those of the raters.) In any case, the distinction between production, manifest content, and reception needs to be made clear. Both studies in this paper are concerned primarily with reception.

These are indeed valid points. First of all, we have given more details of our previous research in the introduction section (see above). This previous research had analyzed the manifest content of Wikipedia articles which is why we had drawn that conclusion. Second, we have added a paragraph to the introduction in which we disentangle and summarize where we have investigated manifest content and the production of information. We also clearly state that the current research deals with the reception of information and perception of emotional content (see above).

A third criticism is that the authors describe Study 1 and Study 2 as neatly complementary, "focusing either on many articles with a few coders or a few articles with many coders," without discussing or even acknowledging in the discussion that the two studies were conducted in different languages, with different participants and different Wikipedia articles. These differences may not ultimately matter much to the studies' findings, but their possible effects should be considered.

These are indeed relevant differences. We added a paragraph to the general discussion in which we discuss them:

"Still, some limitations can be discussed. First, the articles in Study 1 were in English to ensure comparability with previous research \[4--5\], while the articles of Study 2 were in German in order to keep the material of the entire laboratory study in German. Such language differences may have caused different results. The raters of the two studies were also different. While they were research assistants collaborating with the authors in Study 1, they were usual laboratory participants in Study 2. Yet, all raters of Study 1 and most raters of Study 2 were university students and therefore comparable. Moreover, the Wikipedia articles were different across the studies. There were more articles in Study 1 than in Study 2. Still, from the four articles of Study 2, one earthquake and one terrorist attack were also used in Study 1. In that sense, there was some overlap in terms of Wikipedia articles between the studies. Besides these differences, the two studies worked well together, but future research should nonetheless strive to minimize possible differences."

The paper is written in good, clear English overall. I have highlighted some awkward, nonnative wording in the attached copy of the manuscript.

Thank you. We have changed these wordings accordingly.

More detailed comments follow:

L 38 Is [www.alexa.com](http://www.alexa.com) a credible scholarly source? It's not in the references.

This website is a web tracking company and, thus, provides reliable statistics about Internet use. To give a more scientific source, we added a reference from the pew research center.

Ll 56-58 and other statements led me to believe that the content of the articles was coded (using content analysis). But later (e.g., ll 158-160) it seems that it is coders' emotional reactions that are analyzed, which is not the same thing. Clarify.

We apologize for the misunderstanding. We have replaced the terms "code/coders/coding" in the entire manuscript with "rate/raters/rating" (see also above).

Ll 113-114 "LIWC can be criticized for being based merely on the counts of words, without being able to assess broader measures of the complex categories it assesses." (Vague. What broader measures? For example, one of LIWC's main weaknesses is its insensitivity to the context in which the words appear, which can affect their meaning.)

This is absolutely true. We have modified the paragraph about the limitations of LIWC and have added statements about the context problem and two more problematic aspects:

"Although widely used, LIWC can be criticized for being based merely on the counts of words. LIWC is not able to assess any context that these emotional words are presented in, any relationships between emotional words, which may hint to totally different emotions (e.g., in the case of sarcasm or irony), or any political or societal meaning of acts or words (e.g., in the case of terrorist attacks). Thus, the results obtained in previous research for the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles may not completely hold, because LIWC may not entirely capture anger, sadness, and anxiety and may not consider the context or other relevant factors. It is also unclear whether individuals reading the Wikipedia articles recognize those emotions that LIWC found and react emotionally in the same way. In order to close this gap, the current research set out to investigate how the content and especially the emotional content of Wikipedia articles on negative events is perceived.\"

Ll 127-129 Are you hypothesizing this, or stating it as a fact? If the latter, does that make your research results a foregone conclusion?

We did not intend to state this statement as a fact. To clarify, we have adjusted these sentences accordingly.

Ll 133-138 Were the four articles in Study 2 included in the 60 articles Study 1?

Two articles (April 2015 Nepal earthquake, January 2016 Bacha Khan University attack) were included in the 60 articles in Study 1. In the revised manuscript, we provide this information in the limitations section.

Ll 144-149 Don't you already know the answers for some of these Hypotheses from your previous research? What is new about these here?

This is a valid point. Some of the hypotheses are not completely new. In the revised manuscript we state that directly prior to the hypotheses. What is new is the method with which we have tested the hypotheses. Therefore, before conducting the studies, it was not clear whether they would hold. And in case of sadness (Hypothesis 3), the hypothesis did not hold indeed.

Ll 158-160 "The elicitation of emotions while reading the articles was measured by having four independent coders rate their subjective emotional reactions during reading." (Mention this earlier. I misunderstood that the four coders were content analyzing the text of the articles.)

We regret the misunderstanding. We have added this information in the abstract, the second paragraph of the introduction, and in "the current research" section.

Ll 170-173 From among all entries that met these criteria for inclusion, how did you choose the 30 (60) for this study? Presumably there were not exactly 30 of each type that met your criteria.

This is true. We first applied the selection criteria to the lists of earthquakes and terrorist attacks given in Wikipedia. Then, we applied the power calculations. And after that, we chose to use the 30 most recent events from the list in order to ensure timeliness and relevance of the events as well as being safe regarding the power of the study. We have also added this information to the text.

Ll 190-201 Consistent with your previous research findings? Indicate which of these findings are previously unreported.

We have added information about which result has been found in some but not other research.

Ll 226-227 "Study 2 used four existing Wikipedia articles about an earthquake in Asia, an earthquake in Europe, a terrorist attack in Asia, and a terrorist attack in Europe." (How were these articles selected?)

We regret that we have not been clearer about how the articles were selected. We have provided more information about the additional selection criteria that we used:

"The criteria for the selection of the articles were the same as in Study 1, but we applied the following additional criteria: The articles were available in German, the lengths of the main texts were comparable across geographical location, and the event had happened in the last few years. These additional criteria yielded a sample of roughly 10 articles. From these articles, we then chose those four articles whose length of the German texts was sufficiently long to ensure that participants could engage with the negative events long enough."

Ll 236-239 "This analysis showed that we would need a total sample size of 10 participants. We followed these calculations, but simultaneously had to adjust to the conditions in the laboratory and the availability of participants who signed up for the study. Therefore, 35 participants ..." (How does it follow that you got 35 if you only needed 10? Explain better.)

We have explained in more detail for what reasons we had 35 participants.

"This analysis showed that we would need a total sample size of 10 participants. We followed these calculations, but simultaneously had to adjust to the conditions in the laboratory and the availability of participants. As participants had signed up for a whole lab session (see below), we could not simply stop the study after the 10 necessary participants. Therefore, more participants than needed participated in this study, that is, 35 participants (26 female, 9 male; Mage = 26.91, SD = 9.94) who had German as mother tongue took part in the study."

Ll 241-242 Was the first study in the lab session related to this study?

The first and the second study were unrelated. The first study had no effects on the dependent measures of the second study.

Ll 250-252 "The criteria for the selection of the articles ..." (Why did you switch from English-language articles in Study 1 to German articles in Study 2? It introduces another possible dimension of variation when comparing the two studies.)

We provide more elaboration on this point:

"We provided German articles as we wanted to keep the language of the laboratory study entirely in German. Moreover, the German articles may have been more easily comprehensible for participants."

Moreover, we chose German as language as participants were to rate their emotional reactions after reading the text. By giving the texts in German, it was more likely that they remembered what they had read about and could more easily provide their emotional reactions.

Ll 254-256 How were these specific four articles selected from among all candidates that met your inclusion criteria?

We have provided more information about the additional selection criteria (see above).

Ll 350-352 "these emotions were elicited while reading as well as after reading these articles. ..." (But not the same articles, in the same language, or by the same readers. Discuss.)

We have discussed these differences in the general discussion (see above).

L 356 "The broader complexity of emotions" is vague. What do you mean by this, and how do your methods address emotional complexity? It seems that the same emotions are addressed as in previous research, and they are rated as conceptual wholes, without nuance as regards context, individual differences, etc. Expressing vs. perceiving emotions are complementary aspects of communication, to be sure, but do you mean to imply that emotions that are are both expressed and perceived are more "complex" than emotions are are expressed?

We agree that this term was indeed confusing. We have removed it from the paper. In the introduction, we now describe more precisely what LIWC may not be able to measure and pick that up again in the beginning of the general discussion. In the introduction, we have added a paragraph in which we refer to the distinction between expressing and perceiving emotions and their relevance for communication processes in Wikipedia.

Ll 370-371 "threat appraisal and anger effects occurred both while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles) and internalizing information (i.e., reading and ..." (Careful of your assumptions. What Wikipedia authors write is not necessarily the same as what they feel. You cannot simply equate the two.)

This is true and we did not mean to equate them. What we meant was the combined effects of the current research and the previous research. We have added this information and explain it more explicitly.

Ll 384-385 "the anger effects for man-made attacks seemed to be independent from geographical proximity." (Why might this be so? Is terrorism more "global" than earthquakes, perhaps, in an era where terrorists increasingly travel to wreak havok in other countries?)

We are grateful for this valuable idea. We have added it to the text:

"Possibly, the fact that extremists increasingly aim to do harm across the whole world makes terrorist attacks a more global phenomenon than earthquakes that are tied to specific regions. These differences may have caused the particular anger effects."

Ll 388-389 "appraisal theories of specific emotions \[24-26\], theories of threat appraisal \[27\], and influences of emotions on information processing \[16-17\]" (These theories should be laid out more clearly early in the paper, rather than simply referenced.)

We agree. We describe these theories in more detail in the introduction now (see above).

Ll 404-405 "The present research used and analyzed existing Wikipedia articles and coded them in two studies ..." (Wording like this has caused me confusion throughout the article. You did not code the articles; you had readers rate their emotional responses to the articles, as I now understand. Clarify this throughout. The problem centers on the verb 'code.')

We regret that we have caused this confusion. We refer to it as rating now throughout the entire manuscript (see also above).

Ll 405-407 Your discussion and conclusions do not acknowledge the differences between the studies (different articles, different language of articles, different readers, different method of recording reactions, etc.). These should be discussed.

We have provided a discussion of these differences in the general discussion (see also above).

Ll 417-418 "the studies of this research were coding studies which used a classical coding approach" (I understand this as referring to content analysis, the classic coding and counting approach for analyzing textual and other content. What you did was conduct experiments and have participants rate their emotional responses to text.)

We did not intend to create confusion about what we did. We have removed the terms "code/coder/coding" from the manuscript and refer to it as "rate/rater/rating" now (see also above).

Ll 428-429 "These and similar measures would certainly be relevant measures in future research." (Sentence is rather weak. What additional information might such studies provide? My guess is they will show the same patterns.)

This is a valid point. We have deleted this sentence and added the following sentence:

"If such future research found similar results as we did, it could strengthen the current findings and, therefore, provide further relevant physiological insights about emotional reactions to Wikipedia articles about negative events."

Thank you very much again for your overall positive feedback. We hope that we have revised the paper in accordance with what you had in mind. Thank you also very much again for the time and effort you invested in reviewing our manuscript. The revisions have improved the manuscript and we hope you agree with us that it is ready for publication.

All the best and kind regards,

Hannah Greving
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Dear Dr. Greving,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.
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2\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: Yes
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5\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: Yes
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6\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: Most of the points I raised have been cleared up through the authors' revisions. However, one conceptual confusion persists. Are the raters in Study 1 rating the emotion expressed in the articles (let's call this A), or rating their own emotional response (call this B)? This confusion is present right from the beginning in the Abstract and the Introduction. Compare, for example, the following two quotes:

Ll 53-55 -- "and whether the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles also elicits similar emotional reactions in its readers while and after reading the articles" (B)

Vs.

Ll 58-61 -- "Therefore, the current research rated the emotional content of existing Wikipedia articles --- with either few raters rating many Wikipedia articles or many raters rating few Wikipedia articles \..." (A)

In other places, (A) and (B) are treated as equivalent in the same text, e.g.,

Ll 212-213 "In order to rate the emotionality of the articles (A), we used four independent raters. Their task was to read each article and rate their own emotional reactions (B) while reading"

\(A\) and (B) are different. Readers' emotional reactions are not the same as their perceptions of what emotions are expressed in the text. In fact, after reading the rest of the article, it becomes clearer that only (B) was investigated. To study (A), the authors would have had to have the raters rate the emotion expressed in the text, without regard to their own emotional reactions, e.g., as a content analysis.

Yet it seems the authors also want to claim (A), as a check/confirmation on a previous study that used LIWC to quantify the emotions expressed in the articles themselves. See, e.g.,

Ll 421-423 "The present research makes up for \[LIWC's\] shortcoming and complements such previous research by having the Wikipedia articles rated (A) by individuals who were capable of taking those additional factors into account"

\(A\) would have directly complemented the LIWC study. But that is not what was done in this study. Therefore, all wording that implies that the authors' did (A) should be changed or omitted.

Other comments:

L 83 -- "a variety of contexts, \[studies have shown that\] individuals produce\[d � 0\] more information that was congruent with their ..."

L 87 -- "were reflected" \--\> "are reflected"

L 98 "cannot be made undone" \--\> "cannot be undone"

Ll 129-130 "how information from the Wikipedia articles is received and which emotional reactions are perceived when reading them." ( (A?) Or do you mean, which emotional reactions are produced? That would be (B))

Ll 147-148 "unclear whether individuals reading the Wikipedia articles recognize those emotions that LIWC found (A) and react emotionally (B) in the same way. (These are two separate things.)

Ll 153-155 "only English Wikipedia articles were analyzed. This does not allow for taking into account how close or distant the negative event had been for the Internet users who contributed to these articles" (Why not? Because English is used around the world? Explain.)

Ll 166-169; 192-194 Focus is squarely on (B) here. Fine; that is what you did.

Ll 212-213 "In order to rate the emotionality of the articles (A), we used four independent raters. Their task was to read each article and rate their own emotional reactions (B) while reading" (You did not do (A).)

Ll 306-311 (Mention here that two articles were also in Study 1 (in English)?)

Ll 421-423 "The present research makes up for \[LIWC's\] shortcoming and complements such previous research by having the Wikipedia articles rated (A) by individuals who were capable of taking those additional factors into account" (This study does not directly complement the LIWC study; that would be study (A), having readers rate the emotion expressed in the text (without regard to their own emotions).)

Ll 429-432 "The previous laboratory research also demonstrated that merely thinking about a hypothetical man-made attack elicited more anger and a higher threat appraisal than thinking about a hypothetical man-made or nature-made disaster."

(If I understand what you wrote about this study earlier, you did not measure their emotional response directly, but rather you had participants write Wikipedia articles in which you measured the expressions of emotion, and from which you inferred their emotions indirectly. This is perhaps a subtle distinction, but it illustrates how you conflate emotional reaction and emotional expression. In the same individual, it is relatively unproblematic to equate the two. But in this study it seems you are trying to equate the emotional reactions of your participants with the emotional expression in articles written by others (which you are assuming is the same as their emotional reactions). This is less straightforward.)

Ll 435- 438 "the threat appraisal and anger effects occurred both while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles) \[3--5\] and internalizing information (i.e., reading and encoding information from Wikipedia articles)" (Yes, this is a more neutral and accurate way to put it.)

Ll 486-487 "Still, from the four articles of Study 2, one earthquake and one terrorist attack were also used in Study 1." (Thanks for clarifying this. It should also be noted in describing your sampling procedure for study 2.)
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7\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: Yes: Susan C. Herring

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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Author response to Decision Letter 2

21 Apr 2020

Dear Dr. Blanch, dear Dr. Herring,

Thank you very much for investing your time and effort to re-review our manuscript. Your constructive and valuable feedback again helped us very much improve the paper.

We have considered all your suggestions and explain our revisions in detail. In order to ensure the transparency of our revisions, we have replied to each comment separately (in bold letter type). Below our comments, you find the new or modified paragraphs of the revised manuscript (indented, in quotation marks, and in bold letter type).

Reviewer \#1: Most of the points I raised have been cleared up through the authors' revisions. However, one conceptual confusion persists. Are the raters in Study 1 rating the emotion expressed in the articles (let's call this A), or rating their own emotional response (call this B)? This confusion is present right from the beginning in the Abstract and the Introduction. Compare, for example, the following two quotes:

Ll 53-55 -- "and whether the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles also elicits similar emotional reactions in its readers while and after reading the articles" (B)

Vs.

Ll 58-61 -- "Therefore, the current research rated the emotional content of existing Wikipedia articles --- with either few raters rating many Wikipedia articles or many raters rating few Wikipedia articles \..." (A)

In other places, (A) and (B) are treated as equivalent in the same text, e.g.,

Ll 212-213 "In order to rate the emotionality of the articles (A), we used four independent raters. Their task was to read each article and rate their own emotional reactions (B) while reading"

\(A\) and (B) are different. Readers' emotional reactions are not the same as their perceptions of what emotions are expressed in the text. In fact, after reading the rest of the article, it becomes clearer that only (B) was investigated. To study (A), the authors would have had to have the raters rate the emotion expressed in the text, without regard to their own emotional reactions, e.g., as a content analysis.

Yet it seems the authors also want to claim (A), as a check/confirmation on a previous study that used LIWC to quantify the emotions expressed in the articles themselves. See, e.g.,

Ll 421-423 "The present research makes up for \[LIWC's\] shortcoming and complements such previous research by having the Wikipedia articles rated (A) by individuals who were capable of taking those additional factors into account"

\(A\) would have directly complemented the LIWC study. But that is not what was done in this study. Therefore, all wording that implies that the authors' did (A) should be changed or omitted.

We are grateful for the constructive feedback on the conflation between content coding (A) and emotional reactions to content (B). We regret that we have created confusion regarding this point. In the revised manuscript, we have pointed out very clearly that this is an article about emotional reactions to content. We went carefully through the entire manuscript and revised those parts that could cause confusion. We have also revised the statements you quoted above (see also below).

Other comments:

L 83 -- "a variety of contexts, \[studies have shown that\] individuals produce\[d � 0\] more information that was congruent with their ..."

L 87 -- "were reflected" \--\> "are reflected"

L 98 "cannot be made undone" \--\> "cannot be undone"

We have changed these sentences accordingly, thank you very much.

Ll 129-130 "how information from the Wikipedia articles is received and which emotional reactions are perceived when reading them." ( (A?) Or do you mean, which emotional reactions are produced? That would be (B))

We meant indeed the emotional reactions that are elicited when reading the articles. We have rephrased this statement accordingly.

Ll 147-148 "unclear whether individuals reading the Wikipedia articles recognize those emotions that LIWC found (A) and react emotionally (B) in the same way. (These are two separate things.)

This is true. We have changed the sentence accordingly and only refer to the case that individuals reading Wikipedia articles react emotionally in the same way as indicated by LIWC.

Ll 153-155 "only English Wikipedia articles were analyzed. This does not allow for taking into account how close or distant the negative event had been for the Internet users who contributed to these articles" (Why not? Because English is used around the world? Explain.)

We regret that we have not been clear enough concerning this point. We have explained in more detail that anyone who can write in English can contribute to the English articles, meaning that the language of the articles does not indicate where the negative event had happened:

"In this previous research, only English Wikipedia articles were analyzed. This means that the articles could have been written anywhere by anyone who speaks English. Consequently, English language articles do not allow for taking into account how close or distant the negative event had been for the Internet users who contributed to these articles."

Ll 166-169; 192-194 Focus is squarely on (B) here. Fine; that is what you did.

This is true. We have done our best to clarify this point throughout the entire manuscript.

Ll 212-213 "In order to rate the emotionality of the articles (A), we used four independent raters. Their task was to read each article and rate their own emotional reactions (B) while reading" (You did not do (A).)

We have rephrased the sentence and clearly state that the raters rated their emotional reactions to the articles.

Ll 306-311 (Mention here that two articles were also in Study 1 (in English)?)

We have provided this information at the end of this paragraph.

Ll 421-423 "The present research makes up for \[LIWC's\] shortcoming and complements such previous research by having the Wikipedia articles rated (A) by individuals who were capable of taking those additional factors into account" (This study does not directly complement the LIWC study; that would be study (A), having readers rate the emotion expressed in the text (without regard to their own emotions).)

This is a valid point. We have removed the claim to directly complement the LIWC study.

Ll 429-432 "The previous laboratory research also demonstrated that merely thinking about a hypothetical man-made attack elicited more anger and a higher threat appraisal than thinking about a hypothetical man-made or nature-made disaster."

(If I understand what you wrote about this study earlier, you did not measure their emotional response directly, but rather you had participants write Wikipedia articles in which you measured the expressions of emotion, and from which you inferred their emotions indirectly. This is perhaps a subtle distinction, but it illustrates how you conflate emotional reaction and emotional expression. In the same individual, it is relatively unproblematic to equate the two. But in this study it seems you are trying to equate the emotional reactions of your participants with the emotional expression in articles written by others (which you are assuming is the same as their emotional reactions). This is less straightforward.)

We apology for this misunderstanding and indeed also think that the distinction between emotional reaction and emotional expression is important. The laboratory studies also assessed participants' emotional reactions and threat appraisal with self-reported measures in addition to the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles written by the participants. To make up for it, we have added this crucial information in the introduction as well as in the discussion:

"That research found that participants also produced more anger-related content in Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks than in articles on natural disasters in controlled laboratory experiments \[3\]. These laboratory experiments also assessed participants' emotional reactions with self-report measures and further examined what could explain the robust anger effects, both as content in the Wikipedia articles and as self-reported reaction. Based on theories of threat, \[...\]. Based on these theories and findings, the previous research has demonstrated that man-made attacks elicited more threat appraisal than nature-made disasters. Threat appraisal was also a mediator that could explain the effects on anger and anger-related content in Wikipedia articles."

"The previous laboratory research also measured emotional reactions and threat separately with self-report measures and demonstrated that merely thinking about a hypothetical man-made attack elicited more anger and a higher threat appraisal than thinking about a hypothetical man-made or nature-made disaster."

Ll 435- 438 "the threat appraisal and anger effects occurred both while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles) \[3--5\] and internalizing information (i.e., reading and encoding information from Wikipedia articles)" (Yes, this is a more neutral and accurate way to put it.)

Thank you.

Ll 486-487 "Still, from the four articles of Study 2, one earthquake and one terrorist attack were also used in Study 1." (Thanks for clarifying this. It should also be noted in describing your sampling procedure for study 2.)

We have added this information to the methods section of Study 2, where we described the sampling procedure.

Thank you very much again for your constructive feedback. We hope that we have revised the paper in accordance with what you had in mind. Thank you also very much again for your time and effort. The revisions have improved the manuscript and we hope you agree with us that it is ready for publication.

All the best and kind regards,

Hannah Greving
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Click here for additional data file.
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PLOS ONE

Dear Dr. Greving,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

The manuscript has been evaluated by the same reviewer who conducted the previous evaluation of your work. As you will see in the comments appended below, a concern persisted in this version of the manuscript regarding the evaluation of the emotions.

We would appreciate receiving your revised manuscript by Jun 19 2020 11:59PM. When you are ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter.

To enhance the reproducibility of your results, we recommend that if applicable you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io, where a protocol can be assigned its own identifier (DOI) such that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). This letter should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Manuscript\'.

Please note while forming your response, if your article is accepted, you may have the opportunity to make the peer review history publicly available. The record will include editor decision letters (with reviews) and your responses to reviewer comments. If eligible, we will contact you to opt in or out.

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Kind regards,

Angel Blanch, Ph.D.

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

\[Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit.\]

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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Author response to Decision Letter 3

11 May 2020

Dear Dr. Blanch, dear Dr. Herring,

Thank you very much for investing your time and effort to re-review our manuscript. Your constructive and valuable feedback again helped us very much improve the paper.

We have considered all your suggestions and explain our revisions in detail. In order to ensure the transparency of our revisions, we have replied to each comment separately (in bold letter type). Below our comments, you find the new or modified paragraphs of the revised manuscript (indented, in quotation marks, and in bold letter type).

Reviewer \#1: Most of the points I raised have been cleared up through the authors' revisions. However, one conceptual confusion persists. Are the raters in Study 1 rating the emotion expressed in the articles (let's call this A), or rating their own emotional response (call this B)? This confusion is present right from the beginning in the Abstract and the Introduction. Compare, for example, the following two quotes:

Ll 53-55 -- "and whether the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles also elicits similar emotional reactions in its readers while and after reading the articles" (B)

Vs.

Ll 58-61 -- "Therefore, the current research rated the emotional content of existing Wikipedia articles --- with either few raters rating many Wikipedia articles or many raters rating few Wikipedia articles \..." (A)

In other places, (A) and (B) are treated as equivalent in the same text, e.g.,

Ll 212-213 "In order to rate the emotionality of the articles (A), we used four independent raters. Their task was to read each article and rate their own emotional reactions (B) while reading"

\(A\) and (B) are different. Readers' emotional reactions are not the same as their perceptions of what emotions are expressed in the text. In fact, after reading the rest of the article, it becomes clearer that only (B) was investigated. To study (A), the authors would have had to have the raters rate the emotion expressed in the text, without regard to their own emotional reactions, e.g., as a content analysis.

Yet it seems the authors also want to claim (A), as a check/confirmation on a previous study that used LIWC to quantify the emotions expressed in the articles themselves. See, e.g.,

Ll 421-423 "The present research makes up for \[LIWC's\] shortcoming and complements such previous research by having the Wikipedia articles rated (A) by individuals who were capable of taking those additional factors into account"

\(A\) would have directly complemented the LIWC study. But that is not what was done in this study. Therefore, all wording that implies that the authors' did (A) should be changed or omitted.

We are grateful for the constructive feedback on the conflation between content coding (A) and emotional reactions to content (B). We regret that we have created confusion regarding this point. In the revised manuscript, we have pointed out very clearly that this is an article about emotional reactions to content. We went carefully through the entire manuscript and revised those parts that could cause confusion. We have also revised the statements you quoted above (see also below).

Other comments:

L 83 -- "a variety of contexts, \[studies have shown that\] individuals produce\[d � 0\] more information that was congruent with their ..."

L 87 -- "were reflected" \--\> "are reflected"

L 98 "cannot be made undone" \--\> "cannot be undone"

We have changed these sentences accordingly, thank you very much.

Ll 129-130 "how information from the Wikipedia articles is received and which emotional reactions are perceived when reading them." ( (A?) Or do you mean, which emotional reactions are produced? That would be (B))

We meant indeed the emotional reactions that are elicited when reading the articles. We have rephrased this statement accordingly.

Ll 147-148 "unclear whether individuals reading the Wikipedia articles recognize those emotions that LIWC found (A) and react emotionally (B) in the same way. (These are two separate things.)

This is true. We have changed the sentence accordingly and only refer to the case that individuals reading Wikipedia articles react emotionally in the same way as indicated by LIWC.

Ll 153-155 "only English Wikipedia articles were analyzed. This does not allow for taking into account how close or distant the negative event had been for the Internet users who contributed to these articles" (Why not? Because English is used around the world? Explain.)

We regret that we have not been clear enough concerning this point. We have explained in more detail that anyone who can write in English can contribute to the English articles, meaning that the language of the articles does not indicate where the negative event had happened:

"In this previous research, only English Wikipedia articles were analyzed. This means that the articles could have been written anywhere by anyone who speaks English. Consequently, English language articles do not allow for taking into account how close or distant the negative event had been for the Internet users who contributed to these articles."

Ll 166-169; 192-194 Focus is squarely on (B) here. Fine; that is what you did.

This is true. We have done our best to clarify this point throughout the entire manuscript.

Ll 212-213 "In order to rate the emotionality of the articles (A), we used four independent raters. Their task was to read each article and rate their own emotional reactions (B) while reading" (You did not do (A).)

We have rephrased the sentence and clearly state that the raters rated their emotional reactions to the articles.

Ll 306-311 (Mention here that two articles were also in Study 1 (in English)?)

We have provided this information at the end of this paragraph.

Ll 421-423 "The present research makes up for \[LIWC's\] shortcoming and complements such previous research by having the Wikipedia articles rated (A) by individuals who were capable of taking those additional factors into account" (This study does not directly complement the LIWC study; that would be study (A), having readers rate the emotion expressed in the text (without regard to their own emotions).)

This is a valid point. We have removed the claim to directly complement the LIWC study.

Ll 429-432 "The previous laboratory research also demonstrated that merely thinking about a hypothetical man-made attack elicited more anger and a higher threat appraisal than thinking about a hypothetical man-made or nature-made disaster."

(If I understand what you wrote about this study earlier, you did not measure their emotional response directly, but rather you had participants write Wikipedia articles in which you measured the expressions of emotion, and from which you inferred their emotions indirectly. This is perhaps a subtle distinction, but it illustrates how you conflate emotional reaction and emotional expression. In the same individual, it is relatively unproblematic to equate the two. But in this study it seems you are trying to equate the emotional reactions of your participants with the emotional expression in articles written by others (which you are assuming is the same as their emotional reactions). This is less straightforward.)

We apologize for this misunderstanding and indeed also think that the distinction between emotional reaction and emotional expression is important. The laboratory studies also assessed participants' emotional reactions and threat appraisal with self-reported measures in addition to the emotional content in the Wikipedia articles written by the participants. To make up for it, we have added this crucial information in the introduction as well as in the discussion:

"That research found that participants also produced more anger-related content in Wikipedia articles on man-made attacks than in articles on natural disasters in controlled laboratory experiments \[3\]. These laboratory experiments also assessed participants' emotional reactions with self-report measures and further examined what could explain the robust anger effects, both as content in the Wikipedia articles and as self-reported reaction. Based on theories of threat, \[...\]. Based on these theories and findings, the previous research has demonstrated that man-made attacks elicited more threat appraisal than nature-made disasters. Threat appraisal was also a mediator that could explain the effects on anger and anger-related content in Wikipedia articles."

"The previous laboratory research also measured emotional reactions and threat separately with self-report measures and demonstrated that merely thinking about a hypothetical man-made attack elicited more anger and a higher threat appraisal than thinking about a hypothetical man-made or nature-made disaster."

Ll 435- 438 "the threat appraisal and anger effects occurred both while externalizing information (i.e., contributing information to Wikipedia articles) \[3--5\] and internalizing information (i.e., reading and encoding information from Wikipedia articles)" (Yes, this is a more neutral and accurate way to put it.)

Thank you.

Ll 486-487 "Still, from the four articles of Study 2, one earthquake and one terrorist attack were also used in Study 1." (Thanks for clarifying this. It should also be noted in describing your sampling procedure for study 2.)

We have added this information to the methods section of Study 2, where we described the sampling procedure.

Thank you very much again for your constructive feedback. We hope that we have revised the paper in accordance with what you had in mind. Thank you also very much again for your time and effort. The revisions have improved the manuscript and we hope you agree with us that it is ready for publication.

All the best and kind regards,

Hannah Greving
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Dear Dr. Greving,

We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript has been judged scientifically suitable for publication and will be formally accepted for publication once it complies with all outstanding technical requirements.

Within one week, you will receive an e-mail containing information on the amendments required prior to publication. When all required modifications have been addressed, you will receive a formal acceptance letter and your manuscript will proceed to our production department and be scheduled for publication.

Shortly after the formal acceptance letter is sent, an invoice for payment will follow. To ensure an efficient production and billing process, please log into Editorial Manager at <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/>, click the \"Update My Information\" link at the top of the page, and update your user information. If you have any billing related questions, please contact our Author Billing department directly at <authorbilling@plos.org>.

If your institution or institutions have a press office, please notify them about your upcoming paper to enable them to help maximize its impact. If they will be preparing press materials for this manuscript, you must inform our press team as soon as possible and no later than 48 hours after receiving the formal acceptance. Your manuscript will remain under strict press embargo until 2 pm Eastern Time on the date of publication. For more information, please contact <onepress@plos.org>.

With kind regards,

Angel Blanch, Ph.D.

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE
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The impact of event type and geographical proximity on threat appraisal and emotional reactions to Wikipedia articles

Dear Dr. Greving:

I am pleased to inform you that your manuscript has been deemed suitable for publication in PLOS ONE. Congratulations! Your manuscript is now with our production department.

If your institution or institutions have a press office, please notify them about your upcoming paper at this point, to enable them to help maximize its impact. If they will be preparing press materials for this manuscript, please inform our press team within the next 48 hours. Your manuscript will remain under strict press embargo until 2 pm Eastern Time on the date of publication. For more information please contact <onepress@plos.org>.

For any other questions or concerns, please email <plosone@plos.org>.

Thank you for submitting your work to PLOS ONE.

With kind regards,

PLOS ONE Editorial Office Staff

on behalf of

Dr. Angel Blanch

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE
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